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MAMMOGRAPHY QUALITY STAND-

ARDS REAUTHORIZATION ACT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. FOX) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise tonight to address an impor-
tant topic, that is that we want to
make sure that we eliminate breast
cancer in our lifetime.

Mr. Speaker, studies predict that one
in nine women will develop breast can-
cer in the course of their lifetime.
Breast cancer is the second leading
cause of cancer deaths among Amer-
ican women. Last year, approximately
44,000 women died from it.

Mr. Speaker, the best hope women
have to detect breast cancer and ulti-
mately survive is a screening mam-
mography, an X-ray procedure that can
detect small tumors and breast abnor-
malities up to 2 years before they can
be detected by other means. Congress
wisely enacted the 1992 law to promote
the use of mammograms.

Over 90 percent of the cases of breast
cancer in these early stages can be
cured. The original bill required that
mammography facilities use only radi-
ological technologies and equipment
designed for mammography; use only
qualified physicians able to interpret
mammogram results; establish quality
assurance and control programs to as-
sure the reliability, clarity, and accu-
rate interpretation of mammograms;
to undergo inspections by qualified in-
spectors on an annual basis; and be
subject to accreditation by a Health
and Human Services-approved organi-
zation.

Mr. Speaker, the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, CDC, reports
that among women aged 50 and older,
the proportion receiving mammograms
in the past year has increased from 26
percent to 57 percent. Among women
aged 40 to 49, the increase over the past
2 years was from 59 percent in 1990 to 66
percent in 1995.

So I commend the House this week
for approving legislation that I sup-
port, which is the Mammography Qual-
ity Standards Reauthorization Act,
which establishes national uniform
standards for mammography and adds
the following key provisions this year:

It clarifies the responsibility of the
mammography facility to retain mam-
mogram records for at least 5 years, or
at least 10 years if the facility performs
no subsequent mammograms, in order
for women to obtain their original
mammogram; it establishes that both
State and local government agencies
have inspection authority; and, it en-
sures that patients and referring physi-
cians will be advised of any mammo-
gram facility deficiencies; and, re-
quires that direct patient notification
be written in layman’s terms.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, we can
cure breast cancer in our lifetime, but
we must encourage our grandmothers,
our mothers, our wives, our sisters and
daughters to get annual mammograms

and continue our work to double the
NIH budget, the National Institutes of
Health, so we can have the research,
the education, and the testing so that
we can cure breast cancer in our life-
time.

f

PRESERVING SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, tonight
I want to discuss the need to strength-
en Social Security for the long term. I
just wanted to say that I think a lot of
people are not aware of how successful
the Social Security program has been.

Of course it was created by Franklin
Roosevelt quite a long time ago in the
wake of the Great Depression, but it
has been our most successful domestic
program in the Nation’s history.

Just to give some examples, Social
Security has kept millions of retired
seniors from living in poverty by pro-
viding a guaranteed cash benefit with a
lifetime protection against inflation.
For about two-thirds of beneficiaries,
Social Security provides about half of
their annual income; and, for 30 per-
cent of beneficiaries, Social Security
provides 90 percent of their annual in-
come.

Social Security is the only source of
income for one in every six older Amer-
icans. And in large part, Social Secu-
rity relieves today’s workers of the
economic burden of supporting their
aging parents.

In addition, the comprehensive bene-
fits provided by Social Security saves
millions of families from financial dis-
aster in the event a worker’s death or
disability. Finally, 39 percent of all So-
cial Security benefits are paid to work-
ers who become disabled, survivors of
deceased workers, and spouses and chil-
dren of retired and disabled workers.
So this, again, is our most successful
program in the Nation’s history.

That is why I think that it is so im-
portant that all Americans be aware of
what the Republican leadership wants
to do with the projected Federal sur-
plus. They are supposed to vote on this
in the House Committee on Ways and
Means as early as tomorrow. I think
that young people and seniors alike
should be concerned with the Repub-
licans’ intention to use budget sur-
pluses for tax cuts, instead of saving
that money until we have developed a
way to protect Social Security for the
long term.

What we are hearing from the Repub-
lican Leaders that is going to be voted
on in committee tomorrow is a tax cut
plan that would cost $80 billion. That
sum is so large that it could not be fi-
nanced without dipping into the budget
surplus, which incidentally we do not
even have. We have not seen it yet.

We talk about, and the media talks
about a budget surplus, but we do not

really know exactly what it consists of
or whether it is real. The CBO, the
Congressional Budget Office, in fact es-
timates that were it not for a surplus
in the Social Security trust fund, the
total Federal budget for this year
would indeed be in a deficit.

So what we really know is that with-
out the application of the trust fund,
the money from the Social Security
trust fund, in fact, there would be no
surplus at all. That is why we need to
guard against what the Republicans
are proposing to do tomorrow. I will
explain it a little more, and I have the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN),
who is going to join me as well.

Mr. Speaker, as many people are
aware, and I hear this a lot at town
hall meetings and the senior forums
that I have in my own district, particu-
larly during the August recess, the
Federal Government uses the surplus
in the Social Security trust fund to
fund other government programs. In ef-
fect, the government borrows from So-
cial Security. So if there is excess
money or surplus in the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, it is essentially lent to
the Federal Government and the Fed-
eral Government uses it for other pur-
poses.

Now, it seems only logical then that
when the Federal budget realizes a true
surplus, in other words when the gen-
eral revenues are in surplus, that that
surplus be used to pay back what has
been borrowed from Social Security.
That is what Democrats have been say-
ing ever since we realized that the Fed-
eral Government may have a surplus
sooner that was expected.

Let me say again in a few more words
that when we passed the Balanced
Budget Act last year, we did not antici-
pate that there was going to be a sur-
plus for some time. But because the
economy has been good this year on an
annual basis, we understand that there
may in fact be a surplus. But that is
only in general revenues. That has
nothing to do with the Social Security
money that people pay, wage earners
pay in their taxes on a regular basis
when they earn a certain income.

So even though there may be a slight
surplus in general revenues at the end
of this year, we have borrowed so much
money from the Social Security trust
in the past, and we will continue to do
so this year, that that little surplus in
general revenue does not make up for
the money that we have borrowed from
the Social Security trust fund.

So what we are saying is that if we
add that money borrowed from Social
Security, in effect we have no surplus
since we have to pay that money back.
Whatever money is generated annually
through general revenues should be ap-
plied ultimately to pay back what is
owed to Social Security.

Back in January, the President said
in his State of the Union address that
he believed that Congress should not
touch whatever surplus and revenues
are generated this year until law-
makers come up with a plan to shore
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up Social Security for the long-term.
We know that 20 years from now, there
is not going to be enough money in the
Social Security trust to pay the bene-
ficiaries at that time because a lot
more younger people, the baby boom
generation, will be retiring at that
point and we will need more money in
the Social Security trust fund. In addi-
tion to that money, that has to be paid
back. The President believes, as I do,
that protecting Social Security should
be a bipartisan goal and he recently
made a radio address stating that Re-
publicans and Democrats alike must
maintain fiscal discipline, setting aside
the surplus until we save Social Secu-
rity.

Let us talk a little bit about this bill.
A number of my colleagues and I, going
back to February after the President’s
State of the Union address, a number
of our Democratic colleagues back
then in February introduced H.R. 3027.
This establishes a fund called the
‘‘Save Social Security First’’ reserve
fund to hold all Federal budget sur-
pluses.

b 2030

It literally says the funds shall be
used to save budget surpluses pending
Social Security reform.

This is a very simple bill that was in-
troduced by a lot of the Ways and
Means members back in February. And
if the Republican leadership would just
bring this bill up on the floor tomor-
row, which they could do, then we
could easily pass it, it could be signed
into law, and we would know for sure
that any action that was taken in
terms of taxes or spending would, in ef-
fect, require first that the surplus go
into Social Security.

Obviously, the Republicans are not
bringing up that bill and, instead, what
we are hearing is that they are going
to bring up this tax cut that is going to
cost the surplus $80 billion. And that,
of course, will really have an impact on
the Social Security Trust Fund be-
cause it will mean that we have $80 bil-
lion less that we can apply towards So-
cial Security.

I would like at this time, there is a
lot more that I could say on this, but I
will at this time yield to my colleague,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Green),
who has expressed concern about this
issue before on the floor, and who is
here with me tonight, so we can try to
get a little more light on this subject
to the American people and our col-
leagues.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleagues from New Jersey
for requesting this time tonight. I
know it is 8:30 on the East Coast, but it
is 7:30 in Texas and our folks are just
getting up from the dinner table, so we
can let them know what is happening
in Congress. I heard some of my col-
leagues in earlier 5-minute special or-
ders, and I agree that truth and right-
eousness should have the first place in
our society and our halls of Congress
and our government. But what I am

concerned about is all the smoke and
the fire on what is happening with the
President’s problems may be masking
what may be happening over the next
week or 2 here with this tax cut bill
that comes up.

I am glad the gentleman pointed out
that there really is no budget surplus;
that until we pass legislation to re-
move the receipts of Social Security
from the unified Federal budget, that
we will not have a surplus because So-
cial Security receipts, those that are
paid in by employees and employers,
are part of the general revenue, sup-
posedly, of the Federal Government,
even though it cannot be used for our
other programs. So it is masking the
deficit.

Sure, we have a balanced budget
using funny numbers. Or we have a sur-
plus this year, at the end of this
month, using funny numbers, but the
American people ought to deserve the
truth. We talk about truth from the
President, let us tell them the truth
here.

In fact, I remember when our Repub-
lican colleagues were not in the major-
ity that there was a bill that they were
talking about that would remove the
Social Security Trust Fund from the
budget. I agree with that. In fact, why
do they not bring that bill up tomor-
row? They could do it without commit-
tee meetings or committee hearings.
They have done that so often this year
with bills anyway. We can bring a bill
up that removes the Social Security re-
ceipts from the Federal budget and we
will have actual honest budgeting.

That would be a great bill, and I
would hope that we would have a ma-
jority on each side to pass it, and the
Senate, and send it on to the President.
Maybe that is the honesty we need to
have on ourselves and to say let us be
honest with the American people about
the real Federal budget deficit, or the
Federal debt.

We talk about a surplus this year.
The economy is good. More people are
paying taxes, welfare rolls are down,
and that is great, but it is masking the
Federal deficit for this year because of
Social Security receipts. It is not hon-
est budgeting and we ought to fix it. I
am saying that as a minority member
because I cannot bring up a bill on the
floor of the House, but my Republican
colleagues can, and so they ought to do
that.

I have town hall meetings, like ev-
erybody else does, and I have heard
even my Republican colleagues and
leadership about how they want to
safeguard Social Security first and to
pay down the debt. I agree with that.
Why do we not do that? Why do we not
give a tax cut? They say, well, we are
going to give two-thirds to Social Se-
curity. That is not the case. That is
smoke and mirrors, because that
money, until we actually have an hon-
est Federal budget, that money is So-
cial Security. That money is Social Se-
curity receipts that is being paid for by
employees and employers so they will

have a retirement income. Maybe not
enough to buy them a Cadillac but
maybe enough to buy them a used
Chevy when they retire.

Social Security was established 60
years ago after our Great Depression to
combat poverty and, most importantly,
to protect the elderly. Today, two-
thirds of our elderly rely on Social Se-
curity to keep them out of poverty
when they retire. It is estimated that
44 million workers and their families
across the country receive Social Secu-
rity benefits. Knowing the vital role it
plays in our lives and many Americans,
how can we even consider risking its
future?

We have this surplus, the first one on
an annual basis since 1969, although,
again, it is masked. In 1969, we did not
include Social Security receipts into
the Federal budget. Sometime in the
seventies, Congress did that to mask
the Federal deficit. And now, because
we have that, that is the first step we
ought to make instead of giving tax
cuts, even with smoke and mirrors by
saying two-thirds is going to the Social
Security, because it is not. Every
penny we take out is taking away from
the Social Security Trust Fund.

In 1993, we recognized that the finan-
cial solvency of Social Security would
be a major challenge. And that is when
we were in the majority, by the way.
We also recognized that in order to pro-
tect its financial security we had to
balance the budget. Fortunately,
today, we are closer to that balanced
budget and are, hopefully, heading in
the right direction. But to say that we
have a surplus and so let us go shop-
ping is really outrageous.

And that is, I think, the truth and
honesty that we are worried about in
our country. We need to have truth and
honesty on the floor of this House and
when we are talking to our constitu-
ents and the American people about
what is being done with their tax dol-
lars and these budget gimmicks that
we are living with today.

According to my Republican col-
leagues, we have a surplus. Does that
mean we can then provide tax cuts
while at the same time continuing to
borrow from Social Security, which is
what we are doing? I am not a mathe-
matician, but I know that if we borrow
money, it is because we do not have
that money left over to pay our bills.
So we are continuing to borrow from
Social Security.

In my district, the average income is
a little over $20,000 a year. Few of them
will benefit from the proposed tax cuts,
but many of them would be devastated
if they lost their retirement income in
Social Security. Let us not kid these
people. Let us not say that we are safe-
guarding Social Security with two-
thirds of this imaginary surplus, be-
cause every penny of that is Social Se-
curity money masked and it is hidden.
Again, I think we need to have some
truth in taxation, truth in tax cutting,
and we have a responsibility to save
Social Security first.
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We have a responsibility to continue

our efforts for a balanced budget. We
have no right to risk the retirement fu-
ture not only of my father, who is 83
years old, but also of the generation
who are 50, and 40 today, or the genera-
tion of individuals who are 30 and 40
who are paying into Social Security
not only for their parents and their
grandparents but also for their income
so they will not be destitute when they
retire. This means putting 100 percent
of this surplus into the Social Security
Trust Fund.

I remember my colleagues on the
other side agreeing that their first pri-
ority, again, was to save Social Secu-
rity. Well, now we hear, and we do not
know what the bill may say until the
bill comes out of the Committee on
Ways and Means, but now they are say-
ing, well, it is our first priority, that
two-thirds of this will go to Social Se-
curity. It is not two-thirds of it. All of
it should go to Social Security because
it is Social Security receipts that they
are giving back as tax cuts.

Again, what worries me is that in the
year 2020 or 2029, when we say we will
run out of money, we may have to re-
duce Social Security payments in 2020.
I wonder how many people will look
back at 1998 and say if the Republican
Members of Congress had made some
financially correct decisions, then we
would not be in the shape we are today.
I do not want to wait until 2020, be-
cause I may not be here, and neither
will the gentleman from New Jersey,
and, frankly, most Members of Con-
gress may not be.

We need to make some reasonable de-
cisions today and this week and before
October. And again I call on my col-
leagues, instead of worrying about tax
cuts, and I would like to have a tax
cut, I would like to get my constitu-
ents a tax cut. That would be great.
There are some things in that bill, I
have heard, that actually is a bill that
I introduced to give tax reductions for
people who pay their insurance pre-
miums when their employer may or
may not provide insurance, may not
provide their whole insurance pre-
mium. I would like to see that happen,
but I would like to see it without jeop-
ardizing Social Security, and that is
what I worry that my colleagues on the
Republican side are doing. They are
willing to take the money and run and
mask this deficit in smoke and mir-
rors, and that is what I worry about.

If we see that they are committed to
putting Social Security at risk, they
are playing with the lives of those indi-
viduals who have already paid into the
system. Americans pay into the pro-
gram and they have the right to rely
on that for their retirement. Our first
priority should be to strengthen Social
Security and protect its solvency. We
cannot do this without a real balanced
budget. And I say a real one, not one
that is using Social Security receipts
to mask the budget deficit.

I am proud that this year, for the
first time since the 1970s, we actually

will have a balanced budget. But,
again, it is not a balanced budget.
There is no surplus until we not con-
sider Social Security receipts. Again, I
ask where that bill is.

I saw a poll that was mentioned
today in Congress Daily that said 41
percent of the people surveyed would
prefer to put all surplus funds into the
Social Security Trust Fund. Another 28
percent would pay off the Federal debt.
So 41 and 28, and only 23 percent fa-
vored using the money for tax cuts.
But, again, when we ask another ques-
tion and say, okay, wait a minute, if
we have a surplus and two-thirds of the
surplus goes to Social Security do you
support it then? That question was
badly worded because they did not say
it is not real surplus, it is Social Secu-
rity receipts that is causing that sur-
plus and it is not honest budgeting.

So this poll our colleagues may be re-
lying on may get a surprise when they
see ‘‘the rest of the story’’, as Paul
Harvey says; that over 70 percent of the
American people want Social Security
saved first and then pay down the defi-
cit.

We have a $5 trillion debt that has
been built up over the last 50 years,
and yet we are not going to pay any
part of that on the deficit. Again, we
can only provide our own experiences
in the real world, whether it is the gen-
tleman’s own personal life or the busi-
ness that I help run. If we had a good
year, we tried to pay off some of our
equipment that we had borrowed on.
Same thing. If we have a real surplus,
let us safeguard Social Security first
and then let us start paying down that
$5 trillion plus debt that exploded in
the 1980s when Congress gave tax cuts
and increased spending at the same
time. Bad fiscal management.

Let us do not make that same mis-
take in 1998 and try to have our cake
and icing before we actually take care
of the meat and potatoes of people’s se-
curity in their retirement.

With that, I thank my colleague. I
see my colleague from the Midwest is
here, and I know it is good tonight to
be able to talk about this, but I will be
glad to thank my colleague for yield-
ing the time to me.

Mr. PALLONE. Let me first thank
the gentleman from Texas for the com-
ments that he made. I would like to
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin,
but let me, if I can, comment briefly on
what the gentleman from Texas said,
because I think it is so important.

The gentleman stressed how we were
so successful and it took so long to get
to the Balanced Budget Act, which was
passed last year, and I think it is, in
part, because of that and because we
are not creating more deficits that our
economy continues to be strong. Be-
cause I believe very strongly, I do not
know what economists I can cite for it,
but I am sure there is a lot of com-
mentary to suggest that as we contin-
ued to build these deficits in the last 10
or 20 years, it had a negative impact on
the economy. I think that a good part

of the reason why the economy is doing
well is because the Balanced Budget
Act was passed and we are not creating
more deficits.

But we have to go further with this
because the bottom line is that we still
have this money that is owed to the
Social Security Trust Fund. And when
that has to be paid back, and it has to
be paid back with interest, the money
has to come from somewhere, and I am
concerned. And the gentleman talked
about a good economy. We have to deal
with this problem about how to pay
back this money over the long term,
which really has not been addressed
yet.

In fact, if the economy gets worse,
future generations may have to pass a
tax increase to make sure they are
paying the money back to the Social
Security Trust Fund for the benefits to
be there in 10, 20, 30 years when the
need arises. What are the consequences
if we do not have the money to pay
back? And there may not be the will to
pass a tax increase to pay for that in a
few years. Then what happens to the
benefits? They may not be there. They
may cut back on the benefits as an al-
ternative.

So this is really crucial in terms of
where this Social Security program
goes. We need to put that surplus in
there to make sure that we are paying
back this borrowed money, otherwise it
may not be there for future genera-
tions.

I think the gentleman made the
point well when he said that this is the
time to think about it, when the econ-
omy is good, and not to just go head
over hog in dealing with some tax re-
lief program that puts us further into
debt and does not solve the Social Se-
curity problem. So I just wanted to
thank the gentleman again for that
input.

I would like to yield now to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

b 2045

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from New Jersey for yielding.

I want to commend both of my col-
leagues here tonight for staying this
evening and talking about an issue
that is incredibly important for the fu-
ture of the country. We are at a pivotal
moment as far as fiscal policy is con-
cerned as a Nation. This time of year
when it comes down to budget crunch
time and the passing of the 13 appro-
priations bills, some crazy things hap-
pen. Although I am a new Member, I
have had a chance to live through one
budget cycle already and it is very dis-
couraging to hear some of the com-
ment, some of the talk that is happen-
ing, especially what might occur to-
morrow in the Committee on Ways and
Means, the tax-writing committee in
this House, in regards to the tax cut
and how that tax cut is going to be
paid for.

When I was running for Congress and
wanted to serve and represent the peo-
ple in western Wisconsin, I made a
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promise to them then that I was going
to be a fiscal watchdog, that I was
going to keep an eye on their tax dol-
lars and try to make fiscally respon-
sible decisions. One of the proudest mo-
ments I have had so far as a freshman
in this 105th Congress was the hard
work that all of us put in, a lot of
Members on both sides of the aisle, in
negotiating a good bipartisan balanced
budget agreement that we were finally
able to come to agreement on last year
that set a good blueprint for the next
five years on fiscal decisions and tax
policy in this country. It amazes me as
a new Member that no sooner is the
ink dry on those type of agreements
that there are proposals out there that
would virtually violate all the hard
work and all the effort that went into
reaching that agreement. That is what
is coming up right now with this tax
cut proposal. I think it could be incred-
ibly harmful for the country.

Mr. Speaker, let me just amplify a
few important points that the gen-
tleman from New Jersey and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) were
talking about earlier. First of all, and
the American people get this. The peo-
ple back home on the main streets in
Wisconsin, they get this. There is no
budget surplus, not unless we are going
to continue with the fraud and the
tricky accounting procedure that has
been perpetrated on the American peo-
ple over the past few years about rob-
bing from the Social Security trust
fund in order to finance other govern-
ment operations or tax cuts within the
budget. They understand that. That is
why they get a kick when I am back
home talking about fiscal issues, they
get a kick about all this talk about
budget surpluses for the next 10, 15
years or so. They all know that there is
this robbery going on with the Social
Security trust fund. We need to take
that off-budget, we need to set that
money aside to anticipate the baby
boomer generation that is going to
start retiring early next century and
we need to stop these budget account-
ing games that are going on right now.
They find it funny that there is all this
talk about a surplus. They are very
supportive of protecting that trust
fund in order to bolster and shore up
the Social Security system.

It is amazing that the proponents,
the advocates of this $80 billion or so
tax cut that is going to work its way
through the Committee on Ways and
Means are admitting that what they
are going to do is finance at least part
of that tax cut by continuing to rob
from the Social Security trust fund.
That is just plain wrong. It is mis-
guided policy. But at least they are ac-
knowledging the fact that they are
going to do that. They are up-front
with the American people. I guess that
is what elections are all about, sur-
rounding issues such as this.

Another point that the gentleman
from New Jersey already raised, that
is, that the Social Security trust fund
is there, not only to protect that and if

we can move it off-budget, that is
great, but by moving it off-budget,
what we would in essence be doing,
starting to pay back the $5.5 trillion
national debt that has been accumu-
lated throughout the many years of
this republic. There is a golden oppor-
tunity that we face right now in order
to do that, in order to get the trust
fund off-budget and start going to work
on paying off that $5.5 trillion national
debt. It is an amazing price tag that we
pay every year on just interest pay-
ments on that national debt. It is the
third largest spending program in the
Federal budget of roughly $250, $260 bil-
lion every year going to pay the inter-
est payments on our national credit
card for this $5.5 trillion in debt.

We face a great opportunity to do
right with our senior citizens in the
country, by protecting the Social Secu-
rity system, but also by doing right for
our children and grandchildren and fu-
ture generations by starting to tackle
this $5.5 trillion national debt, rather
than trying to pass some election year
tax cut gimmick. Because everyone
knows that in an election year, people
love to hear about tax cuts. But hope-
fully the American people are going to
see through this, I am confident they
are, because they already get the budg-
et gimmick that is going on with the
trust fund already and they are going
to say no. They are going to agree with
the President in his State of the Union
address and what he has said consist-
ently from day one on this issue, that
is, not a new nickel, not a new dime for
any new programs or any new tax cuts
until we first shore up the Social Secu-
rity system. I think that is a very wise
and prudent policy.

Finally, the third point I want to
raise, and again the gentleman from
New Jersey touched on this, is that
there is no guarantee that we are even
going to see this surplus materialize
over the next five or 10 or 15 years as
CBO is attempting to calculate right
now. It is very hard to calculate with
any accurate projection what the fiscal
numbers are going to look like a couple
of months from now, let alone five or 10
years. When you wake up, America,
and start taking a look around us and
the international financial crisis that
we are facing right now, I think that
this highlights the concern that many
economists have in this country that
things can slow down dramatically as
far as economic growth and productiv-
ity in this country because of the im-
pact of the financial crisis in Asia and
in Russia and in eastern Europe and
the domino effect that that might
have. We are seeing some very disturb-
ing signs now in Latin America and in
South America. All this is going to
have an impact on the U.S. domestic
economy as well. One-third of the
growth that we have experienced over
the past few years in this country has
been export-related. If those markets
dry up because of the financial crisis in
those countries, that is going to have a
tremendous slowing effect. The revenue

projections are going to get thrown
way off. But if we this year in an at-
tempt to please voters in an election
year try to pass this tax cut gimmick,
then we are locked in on that. Every-
one knows it is going to be virtually
impossible to have to increase revenues
at some later date to make up for a
shortfall. We may have a repeat of
what happened during the early 1980s.
Our memory is young enough to re-
member what happened then when the
Reagan administration came in and
promised huge tax cuts that did pass in
the first year of his administration,
but the problem with that economic
package was those tax cuts were not
offset in the Federal budget. In fact,
spending increased, primarily in de-
fense-related projects. When you have a
shortfall in revenues because of the tax
cuts and an increase in spending, that
led to the annual structural deficits
that happened throughout the 1980s,
early 1990s and now fortunately in this
administration we have had six con-
secutive years of deficit reduction, we
are heading in the right direction, we
are starting to make the corner when
it comes to true fiscal responsibility
and doing right with the Social Secu-
rity program, having a chance to pay
back the national debt.

I read the other day that roughly 83
percent of the entire national Federal
debt that we have today, the $5.5 tril-
lion, roughly 83 percent of that was ac-
cumulated during the 1980s and early
1990s. This is a relatively new phe-
nomenon in our Nation’s history that
we are laden with this very heavy na-
tional debt, we are paying this exorbi-
tant national interest rate every year
in the Federal budget, $250 billion
every year in the budget to help fi-
nance the national debt. If we go down
this road again, if we are going to be
willing to take our chances with the
economy with so-called surpluses and
projected surpluses over the next five
and 10 years, we could very easily find
ourselves slipping back into those an-
nual structural deficits again. That
would be disastrous.

Two of the most credible voices when
it comes to monetary and fiscal policy
in this country today, Secretary Rubin
of the Treasury Department and Alan
Greenspan, Chairman Greenspan of the
Federal Reserve, are in agreement on
this issue. Both of them are on record.
Chairman Greenspan and Secretary
Rubin were just on Capitol Hill again
today but both of them are on record
as saying we need to be extremely cau-
tious in how we deal with this so-called
budget surplus. Obviously Secretary
Rubin is in agreement with the Presi-
dent when he says no new tax cuts, no
new spending coming out of the surplus
until we first protect the Social Secu-
rity program. Chairman Greenspan has
reiterated time and time again when
asked by Members of Congress in the
Senate and the House what would be
the best use of the surplus, and he said,
‘‘Let me tell you what you shouldn’t
do.’’ This was about a month and a half
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ago when he was testifying on Capitol
Hill. ‘‘What you shouldn’t do is start
spending the so-called surplus on any
new programs or any new tax cuts be-
fore that surplus materializes.’’ That
was a point he has emphasized again
and again and again. In fact, he is on
record as saying the best use of any
surplus, if you call it a surplus, is to
start paying down this $5.5 trillion na-
tional debt, because of the economic
activity that it is going to generate,
the increased investment in capital,
the increased production we are going
to get out of the American workers by
investment activity because it is going
to lead, he said, to a lowering of long-
term interest rates by the Federal Re-
serve. That ultimately is the big tax
cut that everyone is going to benefit
from. If we can maintain fiscal dis-
cipline, if we can continue reducing the
deficit and move the trust fund off-
budget, start paying back the $5.5 tril-
lion national debt, that is going to give
confidence in our financial markets, it
is going to give confidence in the Fed-
eral Reserve Board to lead them to re-
duce long-term interest rates even fur-
ther which is going to be a boon to the
economy with increased investment
and productivity, but also any Amer-
ican that has a credit card, that has to
make house payments or car payments,
are going to realize savings because of
reduced interest rates. That is really
where we should be going with our fis-
cal policy in this body, not jeopardiz-
ing the future of the Social Security
program and the future of our children
by hoping these surpluses are going to
materialize. That would be disastrous.

Finally, let me just comment on
some feedback that I received from the
constituents in western Wisconsin who
are very fiscally conservative. That is
why I have so much fun representing
them, because I come from the same
cloth, I come from the tradition of Sen-
ator Bill Proxmire who was a fiscal
hawk in the Senate for decades before
that term was in vogue, before anyone
was real concerned about deficits and
Federal spending. I did a survey earlier
this year asking my constituents what
they think would be a wise use of the
so-called budget surplus. The response
was overwhelming, over 4,000 people re-
sponding on this simple survey back in
the district. Over 80 percent of them, of
my constituents said before we spend a
nickel on a new program, before we
have a nickel go to a tax cut, let us
first shore up Social Security and start
paying down the national debt. That
was a very loud, a very resounding
statement that the people at least in
Wisconsin were sending to this rep-
resentative in this body. I would hope
that Members now pushing for this tax
cut wake up and finally get that mes-
sage from the rest of the American peo-
ple because I do not think Wisconsin is
all that different from what the aver-
age working person in this country is
thinking in regards to these so-called
surpluses.

Mr. PALLONE. Let me say to the
gentleman that what he said about

Wisconsin is certainly true in New Jer-
sey. I had over 20 town meetings, fo-
rums during the August break. Par-
ticularly senior citizens are very much
aware of the fact that we do not have
a surplus because we are borrowing
from Social Security and feel the same
way, along the same lines that you
have articulated. The other thing I
wanted to say and I think is very im-
portant that you raised which really
has not come up from what I have
heard from the Committee on Ways
and Means, certainly not from the Re-
publicans who are pushing for this tax
cut, is that we not only have to worry
about the Social Security money that
has to be paid back but we also have
this huge national debt that was accu-
mulated over the years. A lot of people
are not aware of the fact that it is only
in this one year that we are balancing
the budget. We still have to pay back
this debt with interest for all those
years. So even for those who feel that
we should not spend this surplus on a
tax cut because of what is owed to So-
cial Security, there might be just as
many hopefully that think that we
should not be spending it because we
have to pay back the national debt.
Both of those are very legitimate rea-
sons that you have pointed out.

Mr. KIND. Just another point in re-
gards to the Social Security program.
What we are going to hear is that we
are just borrowing a little bit from the
Social Security trust fund, that rough-
ly 10 percent of the $80 billion tax cut
would be financed from the Social Se-
curity trust fund. What that means is
basically we are going to be collecting
payroll taxes from hard-working men
and women throughout the country.
We are going to be taking those payroll
taxes from them and redistributing it
into the pockets of selected Americans
through this tax cut. It just seems ri-
diculous to have a tax cut package that
will do this. Even if we were to take
the entire Social Security trust fund
off-budget and not touch any of that
money and could stop borrowing from
it, it is still not going to solve the
long-term challenge that we face with
the Social Security program. So even a
10 percent drain from the trust fund is
going to make it even more difficult to
preserve Social Security well into the
future. It is making our job all the
harder when we take on the almost
daunting challenges that we are going
to be facing in the very near future
and, that is, trying to find some long-
term fixes to preserve the Social Secu-
rity program. That is another reason
why I think this tax cut is misguided.
Even though it is just a little bit com-
ing out of the trust fund, even a little
bit is going to make it a lot more dif-
ficult for us to do right with the Social
Security program, again to do right
with the seniors in this country and fu-
ture generations who would like to see
that program still existing when they
become eligible.

Mr. PALLONE. I would like to just
develop a little of what you just said.

That is, the way that we pay for Social
Security, which is really not a progres-
sive tax. I mean, it is basically a tax
that wage earners pay at a certain
rate. If you have to rely on that as a
means of raising this revenue, we know
that a few years ago, I think it was in
the 1970s that the FICA, which is the
tax that you pay on your earnings that
pays for Social Security, was actually
increased in order to generate more
money that would be needed because it
was estimated that we need more
money for future beneficiaries. If we
five or 10 years from now have to raise
that FICA tax again in order to correct
the problem that this money has not
been paid back, not only would we be
raising taxes again in order to have
enough money for Social Security, but
again it is not a progressive way of fi-
nancing the program, as you say, paid
for really on the backs of working peo-
ple, strictly working people. That is
not really a fair way to go about it.

I think it is also true that we are
hearing all these proposals now about
not having the Social Security COLA,
raising the age before you get benefits.
The effort to try to do those kinds of
things will be increased. The pressure
will be increased because the money
will not be there.

b 2100
We have not figured out a way to pay

this money back. This possible surplus
that is being generated now is really
the only thing that is on the table that
has a real possibility of paying some of
this money back that has been bor-
rowed. All the other alternatives that I
can think of are not very desirable.

So I appreciate your bringing that up
as well.

I think that we probably talked
enough about this tonight, but I know
we are going to be talking about it a
lot more over the next few days, and I
am just hopeful that we can get not
only most, if not all, the Democrats to
support this idea of Social Security
first and not implementing this tax cut
until the Social Security Trust Fund
has been paid back, but maybe get
some Republicans as well.

Mr. KIND. If the gentleman would
yield, let me just raise final concern on
this subject is that there has been a lot
of talk here in the halls of Congress
lately that the $80 billion tax cut is
only the beginning, that early next
year they are going to come back and
take a look at it, and instead of just
taking 10 percent of the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund, it is going to a hun-
dred percent of the Social Security
Trust Fund with a massive tax cut.
And if we go that route and suddenly
there is a slowdown in the economy
and those surpluses do not materialize,
we are looking at massive Federal defi-
cits for many years to come, and that
would be a tragedy.

Mr. PALLONE. Because I think that
if we do not get our point across now
that this is a problem and this passes,
then what is to stop it, you know, if
the lesson is not learned?
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Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. PALLONE. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin.
Mr. NEUMANN. My only fear listen-

ing to this, most of what you said I
agree with wholeheartedly, as you well
know, is that this becomes very par-
tisan, and Social Security is too impor-
tant to become partisan. Many of us
Republicans also feel that it is inappro-
priate to use Social Security money for
tax cuts, and I think it is important
rather than get into a partisan bicker-
ing situation that we, you know, in-
stead of me taking the next hour and
coming back and bashing Democrats,
this is not about Democrats and Re-
publicans, it is about what is happen-
ing in Social Security in our country.

Many of us on our side of the aisle
feel that it is inappropriate to use So-
cial Security money. We support tax
cuts, and I suspect that if we ask you
if we could lower taxes by reducing
wasteful government spending or by
utilizing a portion of the surpluses
from the general fund, not Social Secu-
rity, as we are also paying down the
debt, that that probably might be
something that we on both sides of the
aisle might find to be acceptable. Many
of the Republicans do feel very strong-
ly, as you are suggesting here tonight,
that it is inappropriate to use Social
Security surpluses for tax cuts, and I
think you will see that unfold.

Mr. PALLONE. No, I appreciate the
gentleman.

If I could just reclaim my time brief-
ly?

I wanted to make it clear, emphati-
cally clear, that this proposal that is
before the Committee on Ways and
Means is essentially coming from the
Republican leadership, and I know that
there are many Republicans, and I
heard you speak this morning on this
subject, that share the viewpoint that
we have been expressing here that we
should not have this tax cut until the
Social Security money is paid back and
until and that the really is not a sur-
plus.

So I appreciate your comments.
I yield to the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. KIND).
Mr. KIND. I do not want to leave to-

night leaving the impression that we
are against tax cuts per se. I mean we
are for responsible tax cuts that could
be offset within the Federal budget.
That seems to be a more fiscally re-
sponsible way of doing it.

Tax cuts are great. I am a believer in
providing tax relief in this country so
long as we can pay for it and find some
offsets in some other areas in the budg-
et in order to pay for it so that we have
some fiscal honesty as we move for-
ward here on up, and I appreciate my
friend’s remarks from Wisconsin and
the position he has taken in regards to
the Social Security Trust Fund as well,
and it should not be a partisan issue. It
really should not, and hopefully it will
not be because when you take on So-
cial Security, both parties are going to

need to lock arms together on this if
we are going to have any progress and
do right by the American people, and
that is an extremely important point,
and I appreciate my friend’s comments
in that regard.

Mr. PALLONE. I honestly believe,
and I will say this now, that I think
that the opportunity does exist over
the next few days to get a number of
our Republican colleagues to join us on
this and to defeat this effort to try to
spend the alleged surplus. But of course
I have to say that it is true that the
idea is coming from the Republican
leadership, and that is why so many of
us on the Democratic side are speaking
out against it.

Mr. NEUMANN. If the gentleman
would yield, I would hope that we
would also lock arms to prevent addi-
tional spending in the same way we are
talking about the tax cuts here be-
cause, as I understand it, we also have
a proposal coming at us to do what is
called emergency spending, and emer-
gency spending means effectively we
are going outside the spending caps and
just starting new programs.

So I would hope that we are equally
committed to controlling emergency or
spending beyond the caps so that if we
do have true emergencies out there, as
I know exists in some areas of the ag in
particular, the ag industry, I would
hope that we would find other pro-
grams that are less important that we
eliminate so that we can pay for or re-
prioritize the dollars to these other
programs rather than just going and
spending more money because that new
spending also is Social Security
money. If we just go and spend more
money, that comes out of Social Secu-
rity too.

So I hope we have the equal commit-
ment here to both hold the line on
spending and hold the line on using So-
cial Security money for tax cuts.

Mr. PALLONE. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s comments, and if I could say,
and out of no disrespect, that we are
going to yield back the balance of our
time and you can start your hour so we
can go home.

f

SOCIAL SECURITY AND DISBELIEF
OF POLLS ON TV SAYING 60% OF
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE SUP-
PORT THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOK). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 1997, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I do
want to continue the conversation that
is started down here on the floor to-
night, and I want to talk specifically
about Social Security, and I want to
talk about both sides’ commitment to
Social Security, but before I do there is
something that has bothered me a lot
during the last few days here as the
Clinton situation is unfolding, and that
is I keep seeing these polls on TV that

60 percent of the people support the
President. And I frankly cannot quite
figure that out because I have read the
information, and I just honestly do not
believe that 60 percent of the American
people find what HAS happened here to
be acceptable.

So in our own office we did some
counting today, and we have had 1500
contacts to our office either over the
phone or E-mail or letters in a short
four-day period of time. This is the
largest number of contacts we have
ever had in our office for any issue. The
calls are 82 percent to ask for the
President to resign or that he should
be impeached. The calls are right now
1294 suggesting that we ask for his res-
ignation or call for his impeachment
and 281 that basically say get off his
back and forget about it and get on
with stuff.

So wherever those polls are coming
from, I would like the American people
and I would like my colleagues to know
what is going on in my office. In my of-
fice it is about 8 and a half to 1 against
the President at this point.

And when I found these numbers this
afternoon, I started asking some of my
friends what exactly is the situation in
your office, and I am just bringing you
back factual information. Every single
one I talked to had the same sorts of
numbers in their office as what we
have in ours.

So I frankly do not understand where
the poll numbers are coming from. I
know there is a lot of people that feel
both ways in this issue out there in
America, and I know my colleagues
feel differently depending on where you
are at on this particular issue. But I do
think it is important that we report
back some of the things that are hap-
pening in our congressional offices and
what we are hearing at the grass roots
level from our constituents.

So I thought it would be important
that we at least start with that par-
ticular piece of information, and, going
on from there, I would like to ask all
my colleagues a question tonight, and I
think it puts this whole Social Secu-
rity discussion into perspective.

If President Clinton had testified
truthfully 90 percent of the time, so 90
percent of everything he said was abso-
lutely true, would that make his testi-
mony under oath okay and acceptable?

And I suspect that most of my col-
leagues would answer that question:
No. If he testified 90 percent of the
time truthfully and 10 percent of the
time untruthfully, that would not be
acceptable.

Now what does that have to do with
Social Security?

We currently have a plan out here
called a 90 10 plan where 90 percent of
the Social Security money coming in,
over and above what we are paying
back out to seniors—
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOK). The gentleman will suspend. As
the Chair reiterated on September 10,
1998, Members engaging in debate must
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